






























































































































































































































































































































































































Iaminclinedtoclaim,thatthestandard Westernuniversal,rationaland,to my mind,too
abstractapproachhasalreadyshownitsweakness〔１５〕:thereisnoescapetoanykindof,eventhe
subtlestversionof”impartialbirdＧeyeＧview,”asomekindof”ideologicalyneutral”vantagepoint
thatisusedtoevaluatethesuccessorfailureofinterＧreligiousdialogueorglobalethics．Ifanyglobal
４０１
〔１４〕
〔１５〕
LeonardH．Ehrlich,KarlJaspers．PhilosophyasFaith(Amherst:UniversityofMassachusettsPress,１９７５),７５．
Forinstance,inmybookConstructingEthicalPatternsinTimesofGlobalization,HansKüng􀆳sGlobalEthicProjectand
Beyond(Leiden&Boston:Bril,２０１２)IhaveelaboratedtheWesterndiscussionanddrawntheseconclusions．
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or”universal”(IwouldratherliketosavethisconceptfortheviewIcriticize)birdＧeyeＧviewisof
anyuse,ithastoflowdirectlyfromtheparticularreligions(orothercomprehensiveworldＧviews
themselves)．Tosaytheleast,thereligionsorworldviewsshouldhavetheultimatesay(thatis,on
thebasisoftheirowncomprehensivedoctrines)onwhetheranyreligionＧindependentperspectiveis
possible(which,bydefinition,wouldmakeanypossible”impartial”vantagepointultimatelya”
partial”one)．Now,inthissituation,aneutralobserver,forinstance,aKantianliberalist,wouldsay
thatcrossＧculturalorinterＧreligiousdialogueisimpossible．Areligiousbeliever,ontheotherhand,
wouldsaythatonlynowanauthenticdialogueispossible! Buttheresultsofthatdialoguearenow
nottobedefinedbeforehand．Onemustonlychoose,whethertooptforadialogueorsegregation．
Now,Ithink,whatwecansaywithcertainty,isthatthealternativetodialogueisindeed
segregation．Andevenmore,segregationproductsprejudiceandantipathy．Togetbacktomyoriginal
question,whatistheuseofanonＧliberalinterＧreligiousdialogue,and,Iwouldliketoadd,especialy
intheformofScripturalReasoning? Icanidentifytwoclearcorolariesofdialoguethatrelateto,
howI/weseeandtreattheOther(s)interＧreligiousencounters,crossＧreligiousinteraction,andmultiＧ
religiouscoexistence:
１．Objectivityvs．prejudice．Itisplaintruth,thatthemoreyouareininteractionwiththeOther
(person/group)andthemoreyousincerelytrytolistentoandunderstandtheotherpositions􀆳
adherentsandtheirargumentsthemoreyouavoidmisunderstandingher/themorlabelingthem
falsely．ThedynamicsofgrowingprejudiceasasnowＧbal effectisanundeniablesocialand
psychologicalnotion．Prejudiceshaveatendencytobeinflatedespecialyatacolectivelevelbetween
differentcultural,ethnic,butalsoideologicalgroups．Thereissomethingirrationalanduncontrolable
inthistrajectory．Worstofal,growingprejudiceincreaseshatredandviolence．Itdemandsextra
efforttoeliminatethegrowingofprejudices,becauseprejudiceisanaturalphenomenonforhumans,
indeed,thedarksideofalhumanity．SRispreciselyoneofthoseframeworksthatareabletotackle
theinterＧreligiousprejudicesthroughbringingdifferentreligiousgroupstogetherininteraction．Its
methodofreadinganddiscussingtheauthorativesourcesincreasestheobjectivityof mutual
knowledgeandthushindersprejudices．
２．Sympathyvs．antipathy．Evenif,afterpracticingSR,somenegativeconvictionsconcerningthe
other(s)remain,indeed,evenif,throughincreasingknowledge,theydeepen,thereisstilanother
benefitinSR．Namely,“theotheringoftheOther”stiltendstodiminishthemoretheOtherisseen
asahumanbeing．ItakeitasanalＧhumanfeature,thatthemoreinteractionandenlightening
discussiononthemotivesandrationalesofcertainactionsorviewpointsoftheothers,andthisdone
withthe‘Others’,themoresympatheticistheattitudetowardseventhoseactionsandviewpoints
thatareinevitablyintension withone􀆳sownvalues．Thequestionisaboutrecognizingrival
convictionsandvaluesasthoseendorsedbythosewhoarehumanpersons,thesamefleshandblood
withmeＧirrespectivewhethervehementlyonemightdespiseorcondemntheviewsthemselves．This
increaseofsympathywiththecostofantipathyＧwhichIseeasalmostaninevitablefruitofsuch
personＧorientedandgrassＧrootsＧlevelinteractionasSR．Whenthedialoguedoesnothaveideological
pressuresfromthestart,butisoverandabove(orbelow)thesedogmaticpreconditionsittendsto
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evokemutualsympathybetweentheparticipants．
Thesetwobenchmarksof“antiＧdemonizing”arenotrationalyorscientificalydefinableinthe
finalanalysis,eventhoughtheymaybecolectedtogetherundertheterm ‘resistancetoothering’．
TheyaremuchmoreabouttheholisticpersonalrenewalthatIstartedwithinthiscommenting
paper．ThisItaketobethedirectaimofSR,buttheindirectaimisnolessimportant．Thereisno
question,thateveryoneseesthesetwocorolariesofdialogueascrucialingredientsofdevelopingand
consolidatingreligiousidentitiesthroughdifferentencounterswiththeOther．However,anyonemay
clearlynoticethesocietalpotentialaswelＧintermsofpeacebuildingandcrossＧculturalcoＧoperation
forthegoodofcommongood．
Atthesametime,onemayquiteeasilyseethatthesetwobenchmarks,crossＧculturalobjectivity
andsympathy,arerelatively modestaimsfora Westernliberalist,whoiseagertoconstructa
universalmodelformulticulturalsociety．Buttheone,whohasgivenupwithsuchanambitionsees
thesetwoascriticalturningpoints,whichdeterminemuchofthefutureofmulticulturalsociety,
globalyandlocaly．Perhapssheevenseesthemasthekeydilemmasthatarenottackledina
sufficientmannerＧexactlybecauseofconcentratingtoomuchontheuniversalandsystematicmodel
forglobalethicsinthepast．
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提要:作者在本文尝试了对理解经文辨读的努力,首先,他提出了经文辨读的理论基础问题.其次,他尝试探索从理论
到实践的经文辨读.接着,他继续研究了理论和实践之间的诚信问题.在作者最后提出结论之前,他还研究了经文辨
读的社会意涵.
关键词:经文辨读;理论基础;从理论到实践;理论与实践之间的诚信;社会意涵
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